October 20, 2016

Butte-Silver Bow
Zoning Board of Adjustment
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: David Wing, John Habeger, Tyler

Shaffer and Julie Jaksha

ABSENT: Dolores Cooney, Rocko Mulcahy and
Les Taylor

STAFF: Lori Casey, Assistant Planning Director
Carol Laird, Secretary

MINUTES

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 P.M.

The Minutes of the meetings of September 15 and 20, 2016,
were approved and passed.

Hearing of Cases, Appeals and Reports:

The legal ad was published in the Montana Standard on
October 13, 2016.

Mr. Wing stated the procedures that pertained to the meeting
and said since only four members were present, all four would
have to vote in favor of the application in order for it to pass.
He said the applicants had the opportunity of waiting until the
next meeting on November 17th, if they felt uncomfortable in
going with four members. He then said the following cases
listed on the attached Agenda would be heard that evening.



Variance Application #15267 — Benjamin John Dutra was
present at this meeting, as the representative for JulieAnne
Held.

Mr. Dutra said he would proceed with four members.

Lori Casey summarized the staff analysis that is attached and
made a part of these Minutes during the viewing of the
presentation pictures.

Mr. Wing asked if the Board had any questions of the staff.
There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if Mr. Dutra cared to provide additional
testimony or information in support of the application. Mr. Dutra
said the property he was looking at there was on 105 Ram
Street, like she mentioned, and she pretty well covered all of it.
He said just one thing, the manufactured home he owned right
now was in Hamblin Heights and he was trying to get it out of
the Hamblin Heights Trailer Court. He said the property he
found, he didn’t want to say was the only one, but it was the
only one right now in Butte that was in his price range that he
could afford.

Mr. Dutra said he was looking for that extra six feet to go into
the front yard. He said the actual front of the mobile home
would be twenty foot still from the edge of road, just not the
edge of the property line and then the ten foot backyard.

Mr. Dutra then said he had already submitted plans for the
foundation and planned to put the strips down, as well as a full
foundation, and would do some improvements to the fence and
the property. He said he guessed that was it.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak in support of the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak against the application. There was no response.



Mr. Wing then closed the public hearing and opened it up for
Board discussion.

Mr. Shaffer said he saw no problem with it. Mr. Wing said he
didn’t either.

Mr. Shaffer moved to approve Variance Application #15267
with the one condition as noted in the staff report. Mrs. Jaksha
seconded the motion.

The condition is as follows:

1. Prior to the issuance of a required moving permit to place
the mobile home on the lot, the applicants shall present
plans and secure permits to install a code-approved
foundation and code-approved electrical/power hook-up.

At this point the Board voted on the motion.

Variance Application #15267 — Conditionally Approved

John Habeger For Tyler Shaffer For
Julie Jaksha For David Wing For

John Habeger, Tyler Shaffer, Julie Jaksha and David Wing
voted “For” the motion to approve the application.

Mr. Wing said all four votes were in support of the motion,
which meant that his application had been approved and he
would be receiving a letter from the Planning staff to that effect.
He then told him good luck with his project.

Use Variance Application #15271 — Joe Tobiness of Tobiness
Properties, LLC was present at this meeting.

Mr. Tobiness chose to go with the four members.

Lori Casey summarized the staff analysis that is attached and
made a part of these Minutes during the viewing of the
presentation pictures.



Mr. Wing asked if the Board had any questions of the staff.
There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if Mr. Tobiness cared to provide additional
testimony in support of his application. Mr. Tobiness said he
was the owner of Tobiness Properties and Tobiness
Construction. He referred to the conclusion page of the staff
report. He said number one, he had no issues with that and
said it is what it is but he didn’t realize he wasn’t in the proper
commercial area.

Mr. Tobiness then said number two, prior to receiving the
excavation permit about the storm water drainage plan, he did
hire WET Environmental. He said as soon as this issue with
the floodplain came up, he didn’t even get the letter in the mail
but somebody had called him and let him know and he went
right to the office with Lori (Casey) and met with Rebecca
(Farren) to get this all taken care of. He said as of right then,
that issue, he had a day’s worth of work and it was done and
WET had to go down and do their survey to make sure it was
up to their standards and everything was taken care of.

Mr. Tobiness said on that note, coming to number three and
number four were kind of all tied in together. He said not
knowing what the curb and gutter outcome that night was going
to be, he held off WET on designing the sidewalks but the
storm water plan was basically ready, it was just a phone call
away depending on sidewalks. He didn’t believe he had to do
that and said if they looked at the pictures of the new Justice
Center there, that building was built two years ago and asked if
that was prior to this zoning for the sidewalks. Mr. Wing said he
thought that had been a requirement for quite some time now.
Mrs. Casey said yes, it had and in regards to the Justice
Center, their funding was incomplete to do the entire project, so
because it was a public service building and because it also
housed the Licensing and the Highway Patrol, the decision was
made to put inside sidewalks in the inside, so you could get
from the parking lot and into the building safely -- the method
was to do the inside sidewalks and people on the street could



still jog and use those sidewalks, if need be, but that was the
reasoning behind the Justice Center.

Mr. Tobiness said you would still have the same issue with the
safety on the street regarding the sidewalks. He said the
sidewalks were going to cost him probably $15,000 to put in
and that was from various quotes from LeProwse Construction
to White Resources to Crete Werx. He said to him that was a
hardship and he didn’t have an extra $15,000. He said it
seemed kind of ridiculous when less than two years ago a
building was built right across the street and they weren't
permitted to do sidewalks.

Mr. Tobiness said depending on what the Board came up with
regarding the sidewalks, the asphalt approach and the
landscaping, all of it would be done within the next thirty days
and the bond issue, to him was a waste of money because if it
had to be done, it was going to get done and it was going to get
done before it got too cold and the ground froze. He had to get
something built — same thing with the issuance of the building
permit, he didn’t know why he had to wait until this other stuff
was done before he could get the building permit. He said if he
was going to be working there, he would be working on all of it
at the same time. He said he had a limited amount of weather
and they saw with the weather now that there was an unusually
cold weather pattern coming through here this Fall and he
wanted to get it done and get it out of the way and he didn't
think he should have to bond for any of this because it came
down to cost and it would cost him money to bond it when it
was a waste of money in his opinion.

Mr. Tobiness said the sign — was that a requirement that he had
to have a sign. Mrs. Casey said no, it was just in there, if he
wanted a sign, he had to get a permit but it was not a
requirement.

Mr. Tobiness said the weeds, they could see that everything
had been cut down on there, which kind of made him a little
perturbed there. He asked to go back to the picture of the



Justice Center. He said that retainage pond there had been
weeds since it was built.

Mr. Tobiness said the reason why there had been no
complaints about his property was he had talked to the
neighbors and if they had an issue with anything, he took care
of it and kept the weeds down. The neighbors right to the north
of him, she always came over to make sure he took down the
weeds next to her property first before he did anything else. He
then pointed out the house he used to live in there for sixteen
years and said he knew the gentleman who bought the place.

Mr. Tobiness then said as far as the engineering, it was all in
WET Environmental’s hands right now and was just waiting to
be printed off, depending on what the Board’s decision was on
a few of these items.

Mr. Tobiness said the storm water plan was another hardship
because it was $12,000 for that little one and a third acre site.
He said any savings he could get from having to put in
sidewalks. He knew there were businesses and stuff down on
Longfellow Street -- whether it was an addition to Harrington
Pepsi that had not been required to do any type of sidewalks
anywhere.

Mr. Tobiness said that was his opinion and he would leave it in
the Board’s hands.

Mr. Shaffer had a question of the staff. He asked Mrs. Casey if
the bonding was given back to the person when the project was
completed — it wasn’t necessarily a cost, right? Mr. Tobiness
said it was a cost, as he had to go buy a bond. Mrs. Casey
said the bond was given back once it was installed and
sometimes it was installed before the project was completed.
She said landscaping was the only one they sometimes held a
little bit longer to make sure it took. She said it was a cost to
the applicant, if he went through a bonding company, they
charged and he could also do a letter of credit from his bank
and they probably charged. She said he would be out the cash,
if it was his individual cash for the period that it was held. She



said it would be given back or released. She said the
sidewalk/curb/gutter bond would be released as soon as it was
installed. She said the thing with the asphalt, he did not have to
bond, if he wanted to put it in prior but it either had to be
installed prior or bonded for, if he wanted to get his building
permit.

Mr. Habeger said he had a question on the sidewalks. He said
you could see they weren'’t there. He would probably be willing
to modify that to say should a Special Improvement District be
proposed for this area, a requirement for this would be
participation. He asked Mr. Tobiness if that was something he
would be willing to agree to. Mr. Tobiness said yes, because if
it was a year or two down the road, he wouldn’t mind it. He
said he might even come before the Zoning Board on Phase 2
and put it in himself, if he knew that eventually down the road —
right now it was a hardship with the cash and with the storm
water plan, building the storage facilities and he was trying to
save where he could and get the most bang for his buck right
now. Mr. Habeger said they were sensitive to issues of
installing sidewalks that really didn’t go anywhere and he would
also be required to shovel them too. He said if there was a
future improvement area in there, if they could have that in the
conditions as a requirement for the applicant to participate
when it was decided by the rest of the neighbors, he thought
that would be appropriate. Mrs. Jaksha and Mr. Shaffer
agreed.

Mrs. Casey said to clarify something for the applicant, the staff
did the variance for both buildings. This request was based on
both buildings, so the asphalt and everything was based on
both buildings, so he would not have to come back to the Board
next year for Phase 2. Mr. Shaffer asked even if it wasn't
completed within a year. Mrs. Casey said because he would be
starting, he would have a storm water plan started within the
year's time frame and it would be covered and considered
started. It was asked if that was doable for Mr. Tobiness and
he replied yeah, and said on that note too, the way he had them
design that storm water plan was for both phases and that way
he wouldn’t have to get another storm water plan, if he wanted



to build another building. He felt if he was going to an expense
that large, he might as well get them both covered because it
wasn’t that much more added cost. He said it was designed for
that, so that was why he put it as Phase 2.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak in support of the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak against the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then closed the public hearing and opened it up for
Board discussion.

Mr. Shaffer said they had a pretty basic outline of what they
were looking for with Mr. Habeger's comments. He said he was
very hesitant on sidewalks but understood the staff's need to
get somewhere. Mr. Wing said they had to start somewhere.
Mrs. Jaksha said she liked the idea of sidewalks and thought
they were a necessity for the growth of our community but she
liked Mr. Habeger'’s idea. Mr. Shaffer said it was good middle
ground.

Mr. Habeger asked if they were amicable to modify condition
four to the requirement that the applicant participate in any
future Special Improvement District requiring sidewalks. Mr.
Wing and Mrs. Jaksha agreed.

Mr. Habeger said Mr. Tobiness could obviously figure out a way
to get his work done in advance or figure out a letter of credit.
He didn’t think it was going to be a burden to him. Mr. Wing
said he would be saving a lot of money on the sidewalks.

Mr. Shaffer moved to approve Use Variance Application
#15271 with the conditions and the amendment to condition
number four, leaving it up to the staff to word it correctly, to
require him to participate in any future improvement district that
may come about. Mr. Habeger seconded the motion.

The conditions are as follows:



The applicant shall install a six foot (6’) screened (privacy)
fence around any and all area within the applicant’s
property to be used for outside storage or propose an
equivalent means to buffer the outside storage use from
adjoining properties. Any unscreened outside storage of
construction yard equipment and/or materials is
prohibited.

Prior to receiving an excavation permit, the applicant shall
submit an engineering plan and analysis to address on-site
storm water drainage in compliance with all sections of
Chapter 13.32, Storm Water Management, of the Butte-
Silver Bow Municipal Code, including the Butte Silver Bow
Municipal Storm Water Engineering Standards and receive
a Storm Water Management Permit.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant
shall submit to the Butte-Silver Bow Public Works Road
Division for review and approval a detailed engineering
plan (including asphalt paving) of the improvements to the
driveway approach. The applicant shall submit a cost
estimate for the installation of the approved approach.

This cost estimate will be used as the paving bond plus ten
percent (10%) to secure the installation of the above
approach.

This bond may be in the form of cash, letter of credit, surety
bond, or other guaranteed negotiable instrument.

If a Special Improvement District (SID) is created for the
installation of sidewalk and curb/gutter along Wynne
Avenue, the applicant shall include this property in said
program.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant
shall submit a detailed landscaping plan to the Planning
Department staff for review and approval. The landscaping



plan shall comply with the landscaping provisions
described by Chapter 17.38, Special Provisions of the
BSBMC.

The applicant shall submit a cost estimate from a licensed
landscape contractor for the materials and installation of
the approved landscaping plan. This cost estimate will be
used as the landscaping bond amount plus ten percent
(10%).

Prior to receiving a building permit, the applicant shall
submit the appropriate landscaping bond to the Planning
Department. This bond can be in the form of cash, letter of
credit, surety bond, certified check or other guaranteed
negotiable instrument.

Prior to receiving a sign permit, the agent shall submit to
the Planning Office for review and approval, a detailed
sign plan and drawings that meet the Butte-Silver Bow
sign regulations for the “C-2” zone.

The applicant shall maintain the unimproved portion of the
property and keep it devoid of weeds.

The applicant shall be required to secure all applicable
permits that may be necessary to make improvements in
or near designated wetlands or surface water bodies,
including but not limited to: storm water discharge
construction permit from Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Storm Water Program, a
floodplain development permit from Butte-Silver Bow
County, a 310 permit (streambed and land preservation)
from the Mile High Conservation District, and a 404 permit
(Clean Water Act) from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

Any future business expansions that are not accessory to

the approved business will require further review and
approval from the Zoning Board of Adjustment.
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At this point the Board voted on the motion.

Use Variance Application #15271 — Conditionally Approved

John Habeger For Tyler Shaffer For
Julie Jaksha For David Wing For

John Habeger voted “For” the motion to approve the application
— “with modified condition #4.”

Tyler Shaffer, Julie Jaksha and David Wing voted “For” the
motion to approve the application.

Mr. Wing said all four votes were in support of the motion,
which meant that the application had been approved, subject to
the conditions stated in the staff report and the modification that
they discussed that night concerning the Special Improvement
District and the participation in it, should one happen. He said
Mr. Tobiness would be receiving a letter from the Planning staff
to that effect. He then told him good luck with the weather.

Variance Application #15273 — Chad Godbout was present at
this meeting, as the representative for Seven-Up Bottling.

Mr. Godbout chose to go with the four members.

Lori Casey summarized the staff analysis that is attached and
made a part of these Minutes during the viewing of the
presentation pictures.

Mr. Wing asked if the Board had any questions of the staff.

Mr. Habeger said he had one question. He asked if Majors
Street was vacated in this location. Mrs. Casey said no, it was
not and was accessed by the garage there and also Butte-
Silver Bow used this to access the trail to do maintenance down
in that area, if they needed to. She said it was not vacated, it
was just unimproved and was just dirt for the most part. Mr.
Habeger then asked if by putting in the fence, would it still allow
access for trail maintenance. Mrs. Casey said yes, because
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the fence would be along their property line and not into the
right-of-way of Majors.

Mrs. Jaksha asked if the chain-link fence would be open or
would it be screened. Mrs. Casey said it would be open.

Mr. Wing then asked if Mr. Godbout cared to provide additional
testimony in support of his application. Mr. Godbout said he
was President of Mile High Beverages/Coca Cola Butte. He
said just for a little bit of background on this, they were soon to
start construction on a storage facility back there.

Mr. Godbout said they have had a lot of problems with theft and
vandalism. Since their last approval of their storage building,
Marchie’'s Nursery was broken into and $10,000 worth of items
were stolen out of there and it was damaged too. He said the
area back there was just -- for some reason the dumpster with
some product they got rid of was a treasure to some people.
He said they got a lot of people back there with vehicles and as
soon as their employment left there, it was a big draw.

Mr. Godbout said Marchie’s had actually talked to them about
reducing the traffic with people going back there and driving
and to be honest with them, he thought it was just a matter of
time before something bad happened back there with
equipment or someone getting hurt and falling off of something
trying to get a machine down or something like that. He said
they were basically just trying to make it a little bit nicer back
there and keep it secure in the evenings and would keep it
open during the day. He said they had the garbage that
needed to back their trucks in and out, so they would like to
keep it open during the day during business hours and keep it
closed at night. They wanted to kind of clean it up and said it
was a bad area for theft and vandalism and unless you picked it
up and moved it somewhere else, they had to kind of secure i,
so that was why they were kind of looking at this. He said they
looked at doing a six foot fence — they had a storage area back
there with an eight foot fence with barbed wired over it and
people went over that so quickly, it was pretty amazing.
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Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak in support of the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak against the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then closed the public hearing and opened it up for
Board discussion.

Mr. Shaffer said he had no problem and Mrs. Jaksha said she
didn’t either. Mr. Wing thought it was reasonable.

Mr. Shaffer moved with Mrs. Jaksha seconding the motion to
approve Variance Application #15273 with the one condition
regarding the building permit as outlined in the staff report.

The condition is as follows:

1. The applicant will be required to purchase a building permit
for an eight foot (8’) tall fence.

At this point the Board voted on the motion.

Variance Application #15273 — Conditionally Approved

John Habeger For Tyler Shaffer For
Julie Jaksha For David Wing For

John Habeger, Tyler Shaffer, Julie Jaksha and David Wing
voted “For” the motion to approve the application.

Mr. Wing said all four votes were in support of the motion, so
his application had been approved and he would be receiving a
letter from the Planning staff to that effect. He then said he
hoped it all worked out for him.

Variance Application #15274 — Amendment to the Condition of
Use Variance Permit #14925 — Harry A. Bruner was present at
this meeting.
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Mr. Wing said Mr. Bruner came late and so he explained the
four member policy again. Mr. Bruner chose to go with the four
members.

Lori Casey summarized the staff analysis that is attached and
made a part of these Minutes during the viewing of the
presentation pictures.

Mr. Wing asked if the Board had any questions of the staff.
There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if Mr. Bruner cared to provide additional
testimony for the staff report. Mr. Bruner said he didn’t know
what he could add to it and it was pretty well what they could
see. He said if they would like him to put the slats in there, he
would do it. Mr. Wing said Mr. Bruner had asked to be relieved
of that burden and Mr. Bruner said yes.

Mr. Habeger asked what the cost would be to put slats in that
length. Mr. Bruner said what did it cost and Mr. Habeger said
yes. Mr. Bruner said he wasn’t sure as he paid for the fence
and everything all in one shot and it cost him $9,000 in fence
and slats. Mr. Habeger said he would get a credit back and Mr.
Bruner said no, he was thinking of maybe using the slats on the
other side where the storage unit was. Mr. Wing said okay and
that it sounded good.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak in support of the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then asked if there was anyone present who cared to
speak against the application. There was no response.

Mr. Wing then closed the public hearing and opened it up for
Board discussion.

Mr. Shaffer moved to approve Variance Application #15274
with the agreement to amend and Mr. Habeger seconded the
motion.
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At this point the Board voted on the motion.

Variance Application #15274 — Amendment to the Condition of
Use Variance Permit #14925 — Approved

John Habeger For Tyler Shaffer For
Julie Jaksha For David Wing For

John Habeger, Tyler Shaffer, Julie Jaksha and David Wing
voted “For” the motion to approve the application.

Mr. Wing said all four votes were “For” the motion in support, so
his application had been approved and he would be receiving a
pretty simple letter from the Planning staff to that effect.

Several Board members complimented and thanked Mr. Bruner
on the job he was doing with the property.

A motion was made to adjourn. Seconded and passed. The
meeting adjourned at 6:30 P.M.

o D tos/

David Wing, Chairman

sy # Laa
Loti Caseyﬁécssgs@Planning Director
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BUTTE-SILVER BOW
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

Thursday, October 20, 2016, at 5:30 P./M.
Council Chambers - Third Floor - Room 312

Call to Order.
Approval of the Minutes of the meetings of September 15 and 20, 20186.

Hearing of Cases, Appeals and Reports:

Variance Application #15267 — An application for a variance by JulieAnne
Held, owner, and Benjamin John Dutra, agent to locate a manufactured
home within thirteen feet (13’) of the Ram Street property boundary, varying
from the required twenty foot (20’) front yard depth of Section 17.16.070,
Minimum Front Yard Depth, of the BSBMC. The property is located in an
‘R-4" (Manufactured Home) zone and is legally described as Lot 3, Block 5,
of the Golden West Estates No. 2, commonly located at 105 Ram Street,
Butte, Montana.

Use Variance Application #15271 - An application for a use variance by
Tobiness Properties LLC, c/o Joe Tobiness, owner, to locate a contractor’s
storage yard in a commercial zone, varying from the requirements of
Section 17.24.020, Permitted Uses, and to not install off-street parking
varying from Section 17.40.900, Off Street Parking and to not install
sidewalk and curb/gutter adjacent to Wynne Avenue, varying from Section
17.38.050, Landscaping Requirements — Sidewalk and Curb/gutter; Front
and Corner Yards of the BSBMC. The property is located in a “C-2"
(Community Commercial) zone, legally described as a portion of the
Northeast Quarter, Lot 51, Section 31, Township Three North, Range Seven
West, commonly located at 3610 Wynne Avenue, Butte, Montana.

Applicant or Representative must be present at the meeting
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A GENDA

(Page 2)

Variance Application #15273 - An application for a variance by Seven-Up
Bottling Company, owner, to increase the height of a chain-link fence in the
rear yard of Mile High Beverages, Inc. to eight feet (8') and to place three
strands of barbed wire around the top of the chain-link fence in a residential
zone, varying from the requirements of Section 17.36.042, Fence Height -
Residential Zone and Section 17.36.047, Barbed Wire Fences — Residential
Zone of the BSMC. The property is located in an “R-1" (One Family
Residence) zone, legally described as Lots 1 through 20, inclusive, Block
17, of the Gallatin Addition, and the vacated alley between Cobban and
Majors Street and the east half of vacated Delaware Street between
Cobban and Majors Street, commonly known as 520 Cobban Street, Butte,
Montana.

Variance Application #15274 - Amendment to the Condition of Use
Variance Permit #14925 - An application by Harry A Bruner, owner, to not
install privacy slats for screening along the west property boundary of the
storage yard, amending the provisions of Condition No. 1 that requires a six
foot tall privacy fence along the north, south and west property boundaries
to buffer the outside storage use from adjoining properties. The property is
located in a “C-2” (Community Commercial) zone, legally described as a
portion of the west 141’ of Lot 24, all of Lot 54, Section 31, Township Three
North, Range Seven West, commonly located at 1720 Longfellow, Butte,
Montana.

Other Business.

Adjournment.

ssistar ‘t Planning Director



ITEM:

APPLICANTS:

DATE/TIME:

REPORT BY:

VICINITY MAP:

BUTTE-SILVER BOW
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
STAFF ANALYSIS

Variance Application #15267 - An application for a
variance to construct and locate a manufactured home (16’
X 76’) on a residential lot within thirteen feet (13’) of the
front property line, varying from the requirements of
Section 17.10.070, Minimum (20’) Front Yard Depth, of the
BSBMC.

Naomi Nichols, c/o of JulieAnne Held by Jeff Held, POA,
105 Ram Street, Butte, Montana, owners; and Benjamin
John Dutra, 431 Herman Gulch, Butte, MT 59701.

Thursday, October 20, 2016, at 5:30 P.M., Council
Chambers, Third Floor, Room 312, Butte-Silver Bow
Courthouse, Butte, Montana.

Jon C. Sesso, Planning Director




LOCATION/

DESCRIPTION: The property is located in an “R-4" (Mobile Home

PROPOSAL.:

STAFF
FINDINGS:

Residential) zone, legally described as Lot 3, Block 5,
Golden West Estates No. 2 Addition, Section 6, T2N,
R7W, of the P.M.M. of the City and County of Butte-Silver
Bow, State of Montana, commonly known as 105 Ram
Street, Butte, Montana.

The applicants are proposing to locate a manufactured
home (16’ x 76’) on a residential lot, thirteen feet (13') from
the front property line adjacent to Ram Street.

The Butte-Silver Bow Municipal Code, Section 17.12.070,
Minimum Front Yard Depth, requires a primary structure to
be twenty feet (20’) from the front property line in the “R-4"
zone. The applicants’ request to locate a mobile home
thirteen feet (13’) from the front property boundary requires
a variance from the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

The staff will review the three criteria established by the
Montana Supreme Court for the granting of variances.

1. The variance must not be contrary to the public
interest.

Setback requirements have been established by the
Council of Commissioners to protect the public
interest by providing sufficient space, light and air
between adjacent buildings to prevent the spread of
fire. In addition, setback standards provide for
uniformity and  structure  within  residential
neighborhoods.

The applicants are requesting to vary from the front
yard setback requirement on a parcel of record that
is 100’ long and 70’ wide. There is a large garage



structure on the lot which is set back approximately
twenty feet (20’) from Ram Street, and the incoming
mobile home will be set on the lot about where there
was a mobile home structure in the past.

Typically, a 100’ lot would accommodate a fairly
standard mobile home length of 70’, allowing for the
20’ front setback and the required 10’ rear setback.
However, the incoming structure is 76’ long, leaving
only 24’ for front and rear setbacks. The applicant,
after consultation with staff, has elected to propose
placing the home closer to the front property line,
and fulfill the full 10’ rear setback. Due to the fact
that there is no alley in the rear serving this property,
staff would concur that keeping the 10’ rear setback
clear would provide greater benefit in terms of overall
uniformity and separation from any other structures
in the neighborhood.

As such, the applicants have submitted a site plan
that would result in the mobile home at 13’ from Ram
Street. As is typical with other requests for front yard
setback variances, there is an area of undeveloped
right-of-way between the front property boundary
and the paved street. In this particular case, this
portion of Ram Street does not have curb/gutter or
sidewalk. The result is there will be approximately
ten feet (10’) of undeveloped right-of-way and
thirteen feet (13)' of open yard space — total 23" —
between the mobile home and the pavement.

Given these dimensions and proposed site plan, a
13" front yard setback would appear to be
reasonable and not contrary to public interest.

The literal enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance
must result in an unnecessary hardship owing to
conditions unique to the property.



To qualify for a variance, the property must exhibit
conditions that preclude a structure from meeting the
minimum standards of the Zoning Ordinance,
therefore, making the development of the property
not feasible. Unnecessary hardship, as defined by
the Montana Supreme Court, must result from a
condition unique to the property.

The applicants’ property is 7,000 square feet in area,
which exceeds the minimum 6,000 square feet of the
Zoning Ordinance. The lot length meets the
minimum requirement by the Zoning Ordinance, and
as such, the property does not exhibit conditions that
would prohibit the development of the property in a
manner that meets the development standards for
this residential zone.

However, the particular home that is proposed for
the lot is 76’ long, which presents a hardship owing
to the property, in that there is insufficient length to
meet a 20’ front and 10’ rear setback.

The spirit of the Zoning Ordinance must be
observed and substantial justice done.

The spirit of the Ordinance is to permit reasonable
use of private property while requiring businesses
and residents to develop their properties in ways that
do not compromise the public interest.

Public health, safety and general welfare must be
protected and weighed against the rights of the
applicants to develop their property in a way that
may be suitable. [f public interest can be protected
pertaining to these issues, a variance may be
appropriate.

It does not appear that the location of the proposed
mobile home on the lot would create any public



health and safety hazards. The home would not be
located within any vision clearance triangle,
particularly with the extra 10 feet of undeveloped
land between the property line and the paved
surface of Ram Street.

That being said, setback requirements specified by
the Zoning Ordinance were also established to
create uniformity within residential zones. The
existing front yard setbacks in the immediate
neighborhood are fairly consistently between 20’ to
25, including the setback for the applicants’ garage
on the property. On the other hand, given the extra
width of the lots (70’), the spacing between the
houses on this block of Ram Street is greater than
found in the urbanized area of Butte and it would
appear that the requested projection of seven feet
(7’) into the front setback may not have as great of a
visual impact as it would on a more densely
developed block.

Therefore, in this case, a thirteen foot (13’) front yard
setback would not appear to be contrary to the spirit
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the reasonable
use of private property.

CONCLUSION: Based on the above analysis, staff believes that this
variance would not disrupt the character of the
neighborhood or be contrary to the spirit of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow for the reasonable use of private
property. Therefore, staff would recommend conditional
approval of Variance Application #15267 with the
following condition:

1.

Prior to the issuance of a required moving permit to
place the mobile home on the lot, the applicants
shall present plans and secure permits to install a
code-approved foundation and code-approved
electrical/power hook-up.



(1] ]
RERE
E ROOM

BEDROOM : , 180" x 146"

136" x 11-11°




ITEM:

APPLICANTS:

TIME/DATE:

REPORT BY:

VICINITY
MAP:

BUTTE-SILVER BOW
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
STAFF ANALYSIS

Use Variance Application #15271 - An application for a
use variance to establish a contractor’'s storage facility in
an existing residential structure in a commercial zone,
varying from the requirements of Section 17.24.020,
Permitted Uses, and to not install off-street parking
varying from the requirements of Section 17.40.900, Off-
Street Parking, and to not install sidewalk and curb/gutter
adjacent to Wynne Avenue, varying from Section
17.38.050, Landscaping Requirements — Sidewalk and
Curb/Gutter, Front and Corner Yards of the BSBMC.

Tobiness Properties LLC, c/o Joe Tobiness, 3610 Wynne
Avenue, Butte, Montana,

Thursday, October 20, 2016, at 5:30 P.M., Council
Chambers, Third Floor, Room 312, Butte-Silver Bow
Courthouse, Butte, Montana.

Jon C. Sesso, Planning Director




LOCATION/
DESCRIPTION:

PROPOSAL:

HISTORY:

The property is located in a “C-2"° (Community
Commercial) zone, legally described as a portion of the
Northeast %, Lots 45 & 51 of Section 31, T3N, R8W of
the P.M.M. of the City and County of Butte-Silver Bow,
State of Montana, commonly located at 3610 Wynne
Avenue, Butte, Montana.

The applicant is proposing to establish a contractor's
storage facility on a property that has an existing
residence on it. The applicant has utilized the residence
to operate his construction company for the past eight
years. The applicant is proposing to construct a new 40’
x 80’ storage building (phase 1), a 40’ x 60’ shop building
(phase 2) and have a construction lay down yard. The
addition of the buildings will require the applicant to meet
the development standards of the “C-2” zone. As such,
the applicant is requesting not to install sidewalk and

~ curb/gutter adjacent to his property along Wynne Avenue.

In addition, the applicant is also requesting not to install
the required off-street paved parking spaces. Instead, the
applicant is proposing to pave the approach into his
property. There is approximately 30’ of right-a-way before
the applicant’s property line that is undeveloped.

As stated above, the applicant has run his construction
business out of the residence for the past eight years. Staff
recently visited the site due to the applicant doing work
within a designated floodplain without first securing a
floodplain permit. The site visit also revealed that the
applicant had a construction yard. The applicant was
notified of the violation and began working with staff to
bring his property into compliance.  The applicant
presented options to store some of his
materials/equipment inside a storage building. Although



STAFF
FINDINGS:

he is proposing to have inside storage, there still may be
materials and equipment that may be needed to be stored
outside. As such, the applicant has proposed to locate the
storage yard on the north side of the property near the
area that is designated as Shop-phase 2.

The Butte-Silver Bow Municipal Code Section 17.24.020,
Permitted Uses, does not list a contractor's storage
facility as a permitted use in the “C-2" Zoning District. In
order for the applicant to establish a contractor’s storage
facility within the commercial zone, a use variance
approved by the Zoning Board of Adjustment is required.

Use variances have two subcriteria under the main criteria
of hardship. In order to receive a use variance, the
applicants must prove, under the first subcriteria, that the
land in question cannot secure a "reasonable return”, if the
land is restricted to only those uses permitted outright in
the zone.

The second subcriteria used in evaluating use variance
cases requires that the applicant proves that the proposed
use will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood in which it is located. The applicant must
show that the proposed use will not "practically destroy or
greatly decrease the value of a parcel", nor will the use
involve elements which make it unwelcome in the
neighborhood.

Planning Department staff will review the three point
criteria established by the Montana Supreme Court for the
granting of variances.

1. A variance must not be contrary to the public
interest.



The public's interest in segregating land uses, such
as commercial and residential, is to prevent conflicts
between incompatible land uses. Zoning districts are
established to separate uses that are not easily
integrated and to unite uses that are compatible.

In this particular case, the applicant is requesting to
utilize a parcel of record in a commercial zone for a
use permitted in the “M-1" zone.

Typically, in use variance applications, the
requirements of the corresponding “zone” that the
proposed use is permitted in are applied as
conditions of approval. A contractor’s storage yard
is a permitted use within the “M-1" (Light Industrial)
zone. In an “M-1" zone, a storage yard is required to
be screened from view when adjacent to a
commercial or residential zone.

The applicant’s property is located in an area that
contains residentially zoned properties to the west
and commercially zoned properties to the north, east
and south. In addition the property is located
approximately one-half block northeast of the “M-1"
zone. This zone is comprised of the Montana
Department of Transportation’s operations and the
newly constructed Emergency Operations Center.

In addition, the intersection of Wynne Avenue and
Longfellow Street contains two industrial type uses.
That being said, there are a number of residences
that are both legal and nonconforming uses that are
located in the vicinity of the applicant’s property.
This particular block of Wynne Avenue also contains
undeveloped commercially zoned property. As such,
some level of mitigation should be required to protect
these property owners from any potential negative



impacts of the proposed uses, e.g. perimeter fencing
with slats to effectively screen the outside storage
area.

Other impacts of a contractor yard must be
considered, such as additional traffic and noise. In
that regard, the applicant has informed staff that he
has operated his construction business out of this
location for the past eight years. It is important to
note that Planning staff has not received any
complaints concerning the applicant’s construction
business. As noted above, the contractor’s yard was
brought to staff's attention because the applicant
was completing work in the floodplain without a
floodplain permit. Therefore, it would appear that this
contractor’s yard has had minimal additional impacts
on the surrounding properties beyond what they are
currently accustomed to.

In addition, the applicant is proposing to construct a
40'x80’ storage building to provide for some inside
storage. Under a Phase 2 concept, he is proposing
to construct another shop that will be 40°’x60". The
construction of these facilities triggers the
development standards for commercial and light
industrial zones. One of those standards is the
requirement to install sidewalk and curb/gutter along
the property line adjacent to Wynne Avenue. The
other requirement is to provide four (4) paved off-
street parking spaces for the new buildings. The
applicant has requested variances from both
standards.

First, staff will address the request not to install
sidewalk and curb/gutter. Sidewalk requirements
have been established by the Council of
Commissioners to protect the public interest by



providing a safe space for pedestrians to walk in
front of a commercial or industrial property without
having to walk within the street.

Although this particular area of Wynne Avenue does
not have any sidewalks and curb/gutter, it is zoned
“C-2" and as the vacant commercial land gets
developed, sidewalk and curb/gutter will get installed
as a requirement of their development. As each
property is developed, a continuous sidewalk will
emerge to provide safe pedestrian access without
walking in the street. For example, as the southerly
end of Wynne Avenue has been developed, one
parcel at a time and each owner has installed their
portion of sidewalk, we now have sidewalk along
Wynne Avenue from Sportsman to the Forest
Service Property. As such, staff believes it is
important for the applicant to install sidewalk and
curb/gutter on his property.

Therefore, the request to not install sidewalk and
curb/gutter appears to be contrary to the public
interest.

In regards to the request to pave the approach into
the property in lieu of not installing the four paved
parking spaces, staff would recommend approval of
the applicant’s request. Currently, the approach into
the property and the yard area is dirt. A paved
approach will help to prevent the applicant’s vehicles
and equipment from dragging dirt and mud onto
Wynne Avenue. It will be important for the applicant
to work with the Butte-Silver Bow Public Works
Department on the location and design of the
approach.



A literal enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance
must result in unnecessary hardship owing to
conditions unique to the property.

Unnecessary hardship, as defined by the Montana
Supreme Court, must result from a condition unique
to the property, such as a unique property shape,
topographical feature or geological trait. This quality
must preclude the applicant’s ability to place a
structure on the property in compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance. The hardship may not result from
a condition created by the applicant.

The property does not exhibit any unique condition
that would provide a hardship.

Subcriteria Number One states that the land cannot
secure a ‘reasonable return” if the land is restricted
to only those uses permitted outright in that zone. As
previously stated, a contractor's storage yard is a
permitted use within the “M-1" zone. The applicant
has indicated that the property has been utilized for
his construction business for the past eight years.

This area contains a mixture of uses from residential
to heavy industrial. The two junk vyard/salvage
operations have been eyesores for years. While this
may be a deterrent to attracting commercial
business, the “C-2" zone allows approximately 70
different uses.

Subcriteria Number Two states that the proposed
use will not alter the character of the neighborhood
in which it is located. As noted above, the property
has been operating a contractor's business for a
number of years. The applicant is proposing to
construct a new storage building.



Warehouses/storage buildings are a permitted use
within the “C-2”" zone. Likewise, given the mixed use
nature of the neighborhood, it would not appear that
the proposed use would alter its character.
However, the adjacent owners must be assured that
the facility will be operated in an orderly manner and
particularly, that the construction yard area will be
screened from view.

The spirit of the Zoning Ordinance must be
observed and substantial justice done.

It is the intent of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the
reasonable use of private property while restricting
practices that may infringe on the rights of adjacent
landowners and the public in general.

Public health, safety and general welfare must be
protected and weighed against the rights of the
applicant to develop a property in a way that may be
suitable. If public interest can be protected
pertaining to these issues, a variance may be
appropriate.

One of staff's concerns is that the property is
traversed by the Sand Creek Floodway. It is
imperative that the applicant's operation is not
located in or near the floodway, including but not
limited to the outside storage area. Prior to the
construction of any new buildings or the creation of
the outside storage area, the applicant shall supply
the Planning Department with evidence that the
operation will not encroach into the designated
floodplain.

The other concern is that the yard will not negatively
impact the adjacent property owners. If the yard is



maintained and the outside storage is screened from
view, this should help to minimize any negative
impacts.

If the applicant agrees to the conditions stated
below, a contractor yard may be consistent with the
spirit of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the
reasonable use of private property.

CONCLUSION: Based on the above analysis, staff believes that this use
variance would not disrupt the character of the
neighborhood or be contrary to the spirit of the Zoning
Ordinance. In regards to the two requested variances, staff
would recommend denial of the request to not install
sidewalk and curb/gutter adjacent to Wynne Avenue and
approval of the request to install a paved approach in lieu
of installing off-street parking spaces.

Therefore, staff would recommend approval of Use
Variance Application #15271, provided the following
conditions are met:

1. The applicant shall install a six foot (6') screened
(privacy) fence around any and all area within the
applicant’s property to be used for outside storage or
propose an equivalent means to buffer the outside
storage use from adjoining properties. Any
unscreened outside storage of construction yard
equipment and/or materials is prohibited.

2. Prior to receiving an excavation permit, the applicant
shall submit an engineering plan and analysis to
address on-site storm water drainage in compliance
with all sections of Chapter 13.32, Storm Water
Management, of the Butte-Silver Bow Municipal
Code, including the Butte Silver Bow Municipal



~

Storm Water Engineering Standards and receive a
Storm Water Management Permit.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall submit to the Butte-Silver Bow Public
Works Road Division for review and approval a
detailed engineering plan (including asphalt paving)
of the improvements to the driveway approach. The
applicant shall submit a cost estimate for the
installation of the approved approach.

This cost estimate will be used as the paving bond
plus ten percent (10%) to secure the installation of
the above approach.

This bond may be in the form of cash, letter of credit,
surety bond, or other guaranteed negotiable
instrument.

Prior to receiving a building permit, the applicant
shall install new curb/gutter and sidewalk adjacent to
Wynne Avenue, per the requirements of Section
17.38.050. Prior to receiving an excavation permit,
the applicant shall submit a detailed sidewalk plan to
the Butte-Silver Bow Public Works Department for
review and secure written approval. At a minimum,
the design shall meet the Americans with Disabilities
Act. The applicant shall submit a cost estimate for
materials and installation of the approved curb/gutter
and sidewalks from a licensed contractor.

This cost estimate will be used as the sidewalk bond

plus ten percent (10%) to secure the installation of
the above stated curb/gutter and sidewalks.

10



This bond may be in the form of cash, letter of credit,
surety bond, or other guaranteed negotiable
instrument.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall submit a detailed landscaping plan to
the Planning Department staff for review and
approval. The landscaping plan shall comply with
the landscaping provisions described by Chapter
17.38, Special Provisions of the BSBMC.

The applicant shall submit a cost estimate from a
licensed landscape contractor for the materials and
installation of the approved landscaping plan. This
cost estimate will be used as the landscaping bond
amount plus ten percent (10%).

Prior to receiving a building permit, the applicant
shall submit the appropriate landscaping bond to the
Planning Department. This bond can be in the form
of cash, letter of credit, surety bond, certified check
or other guaranteed negotiable instrument.

Prior to receiving a sign permit, the agent shall
submit to the Planning Office for review and
approval, a detailed sign plan and drawings that
meet the Butte-Silver Bow sign regulations for the
‘C-2" zone.

The applicant shall maintain the unimproved portion
of the property and keep it devoid of weeds.

The applicant shall be required to secure all
applicable permits that may be necessary to make
improvements in or near designated wetlands or
surface water bodies, including but not limited to:

11



storm water discharge construction permit from
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) Storm Water Program, a floodplain
development permit from Butte-Silver Bow County,
a 310 permit (streambed and land preservation)
from the Mile High Conservation District, and a 404
permit (Clean Water Act) from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers.

Any future business expansions that are not
accessory to the approved business will require
further review and approval from the Zoning Board of
Adjustment.

12
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MAP:

BUTTE-SILVER BOW
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
STAFF ANALYSIS

Variance Application #15273 - An application for a
variance to increase the height of a chain-link fence in the
rear yard to eight feet (8’) and to place three strands of
barbed wire around the top of the chain-link fence in a
residential zone, varying from the requirements of Section
17.36.042, Fence Height-Residential Zone and Section
17.36.047, Barbed Wire Fences-Residential Zone, of the
BSBMC.

Seven-Up Bottling Company of Butte, c/o Chad Godbout
520 Cobban Street, Butte, Montana, owner.

Thursday, October 20, 2016 at 5:30 P.M., Council
Chambers, Third Floor, Room 312, Butte-Silver Bow
Courthouse, Butte, Montana.

Lori Casey, Assistant Planning Director




LOCATION/
DESCRIPTION:

PROPOSAL.:

STAFF
FINDINGS:

The property is located in an “R-1" (One Family
Residence) zone, legally described as Lots 1 through 20,
inclusive, Block 17 of the Gallatin Addition, and the
vacated alley between Cobban and Majors Street and the
east half of vacated Delaware Street between Cobban
and Majors, Butte, MT.

The applicant is proposing to erect an eight foot (8) tall
chain-link fence along the perimeter of their rear yard. The
fence would extend southerly from the southwest corner of
their building to the rear (south) property boundary, then
easterly along the south property line and then north to the
southeast corner of the building along Maryland Avenue.
The applicant is requesting to construct the fence for
security purposes. Their business vehicles are stored in
the rear yard and they have had vandalism and property
theft.

The Butte-Silver Bow Municipal Code Section 17.36.042,
Fence Height-Residential Zone prohibits chain-link fences
from being over six feet (6’) tall in the designated rear
yard and Section 17.36.047, Barbed Wire Fences-
Residential Zone 17.3648.040, Buildings and Structures,
prohibits barbed wire fences in residential zones.

Planning Department staff will review the three point
criteria established by the Montana Supreme Court for the
granting of variances.

A variance must not be contrary to the public interest.

Staff will deal with the two issues separately. First, the
overall height of fences in residential zones must satisfy



three purposes — (1) Allow residents to control access to
their property, (2) provide for the site vision needs of
neighboring residents, and (3) contribute to the aesthetics
of the neighborhood and the community.

The main objective for limiting the maximum height of
residential fences in the rear yard is to provide privacy
while still maintaining a sense of communal living. Fences
that are taller in height can have the opposite effect.
Higher fences are generally found around commercial or
industrial type uses.

The applicant is proposing to construct an eight foot (8’)
tall fence in what is designated as the rear yard to provide
security to their property and vehicles. The property was
built for and is utilized for commercial purposes (Mile High
Beverages). The facility is considered a legal non-
conforming use in a residential zone.

Fence heights within a commercial zone may be increased
to a height of eight feet (8') upon the decision of the
Zoning Officer, provided the vision clearance triangle is
maintained.

In that regard, the west side of the property is adjacent to
Marchie’s Nursery, a legal nonconforming commercial
property. Along the south property boundary is the
extension of Majors Street. Majors Street, in this particular
block, is unimproved and is used by a private owner to
access his garage and occasionally by Butte-Silver Bow
staff to maintain the walking trail. This fence is proposed to
be located within the vision clearance triangle of Majors
and Maryland Avenue. Along the east property line there
will be a gate between the building and the south property
line fence. The gate will be located within the vision
clearance triangle of the driveway approach and Maryland
Avenue. Although there will be two locations in which the



fence will be located within the vision clearance triangle,
the applicant is not proposing to screen the chain-link
fence. As such, there should still be adequate vision
through the chain-link to see oncoming traffic or
pedestrians.

Based on the above discussion, staff does not believe that
the eight foot (8’) tall fence in the rear yard is contrary to
the public interest.

As for barbed wire fences or barbed wire located on top of
a fence not being permitted in residential zones, there
appears to be two main objectives. First, barbed wire
gives a property the appearance that it is being used for a
commercial or industrial purpose. Second, barbed wire is
dangerous, especially to children living in residential
zones. As stated above, the property is a legal
nonconforming commercial use. In addition the Growth
Policy has designated this area as commercial. Fences
with barbed wire are allowed within commercial zones.

As for the danger to children living in the area, the barbed
wire in this case will be located above where most children
can reach. Subsequently, staff believes that the three
strands of barbed wire located on top of the fence may not
be contrary to the public interest.

A literal enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance must
result in unnecessary hardship owing to conditions
unique to the property.

To qualify for a variance the property must exhibit
conditions that preclude a structure from meeting the
minimum standards of the Zoning Ordinance, therefore,
making the development of the property not feasible.
Unnecessary hardship, as defined by the Montana
Supreme Court, must result from a condition unique to the



property.

The property does not provide for any hardship
associated with a condition unique to the property. The
property exceeds the minimum lot area standards for
residential use.

However, the property was developed for the operation of
a commercial facility. Commercial facilities are allowed to
have outside storage that is associated with the operation
of the business. It is reasonable for a commercial
operation to need to provide fencing that provides security
of the yard.

The spirit of the Zoning Ordinance must be observed
and substantial justice done.

It is the intent of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the
reasonable use of private property while restricting
practices that may infringe on the rights of adjacent
landowners and the public in general.

Public health, safety and general welfare must be
protected and weighed against the rights of the applicant
to develop a property in a way that may be suitable. If
public interest can be protected pertaining to these issues,
a variance may be appropriate.

In 1995 the Planning Board and the Council of
Commissioners recognized that the highest and best use
of this area in the future was not residential anymore. As
such, the Growth Policy designation for the area west of
Maryland Avenue and north of Cobban Street was
changed to Commercial in 1995. Therefore, the proposed
fence does comply with the provisions of the Growth
Policy.



CONCLUSION:

As previously stated, the primary safety concern of the
construction of the fence is the vision clearance triangles.
As stated previously, the applicant is not proposing to
screen the fences. As such, the vision clearance triangles
should not be significantly impeded by an open chain-link
fence.

Therefore, the applicant’s request to install an eight foot
(8') fence with three strands of barbed wire does not
appear to be contrary to the spirit of the Zoning Ordinance.

Based on the above analysis, staff believes that the
Zoning Board of Adjustment should approve the eight foot
(8’) tall chain-link fence with three strands of barbed wire,
provided the following condition is met:

1. The applicant will be required to purchase a building
permit for an eight foot (8’) tall fence.
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ITEM:

APPLICANT:

DATE/TIME:

REPORTED BY:

VICINITY
MAP:

BUTTE-SILVER BOW
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
STAFF ANALYSIS

Variance Application #15274 - Amendment to
Condition of Use Variance Permit #14925 - An
application to not install privacy slats for screening along
the west property boundary of the storage yard, amending
the provisions of Condition No. 1 that requires a six foot
(6’) tall privacy fence along the north, south and west
property boundaries to buffer the outside storage use from
adjoining properties.

Harry A. Bruner, 1373 Sesame Street, Butte, Montana,
owner.

Thursday, October 20, 2016, at 5:30 P.M. in the Council
Chambers, Third Floor, Room 312 of the Butte-Silver Bow
Courthouse.

Jon C. Sesso, Planning Director




LOCATION/

DESCRIPTION: The property is located in a “C-2 (Community

PROPOSAL/
HISTORY:

Commercial) zone, legally described as a portion of the
West 141’ of Lot 24 and all of Lot 54, Section 31, T3N,
R7W of the City and County of Butte-Silver Bow, State of
Montana, commonly known as 1720 Longfellow Street,
Butte, Montana.

Mr. Bruner applied for a use variance in November of
2015. Use Variance Application #14925 was reviewed by
the Zoning Board of Adjustment (Board) on November 19,
2015. After hearing public testimony for and against the
proposed use of the property, the Board approved Use
Variance Application #14925 with eleven conditions of
approval. Those conditions are:

1. Prior to the issuance of a business license, the
applicant shall install a six foot (6’) tall privacy fence
along the north (entrance), south and west property
boundaries or propose an equivalent means to buffer
the outside storage use from adjoining properties.

2. Prior to the issuance of a business license, the
applicant will remove all junk motor vehicles,
automotive components and any other debris from
the interior of the property. The property will be
inspected and approved by the Butte-Silver Bow
Community Enrichment Department prior to the
issuance of a business license.

3. Prior to receiving a business license, the applicant
must receive approval from the Butte-Silver Bow
Public Works Department for an ingress/egress
approach accessing Longfellow Street.

4, Prior to receiving a business license, the applicant
shall apply a gravel surface to the storage area and
an asphalt driveway abutting Longfellow Street at



10.

the entrance to the facility to ensure that mud is not
tracked onto any public right-of-ways.

Prior to receiving a sign permit, the applicant shall
submit to the Planning Office for review and
approval, a detailed sign plan and drawings.

In order to reduce the potential negative impact of
on-site lighting on any nearby residences, all lighting
must be designed as low glare, no more than sixteen
feet (16’) high and have directional features to
contain light on the property.

There shall be absolutely NO outside storage of junk
vehicles, as defined by the State of Montana, or
automotive components allowed on the property.

All vehicles must be lawfully and validly licensed.

The applicant shall prepare and submit an
operations plan for the facility. At a minimum, the
plan shall stipulate the hours of operation, the
number of vehicles to be stored, the requirements for
registration and license of all vehicles stored and
related enforcement rules. Any future business
expansions beyond the stated operations plan or .
changes in business will require further review by the
Zoning Board of Adjustment.

Prior to receiving a business license, the applicant
shall submit an engineering plan and analysis to
address on-site storm water drainage in compliance
with all sections of Chapter 13.32, Storm Water
Management, of the Butte-Silver Bow Municipal
Code, including the Butte Silver Bow Municipal
Storm Water Engineering Standards and receive a
Storm Water Management Permit.



STAFF FINDINGS:

11.  Prior to receiving a business license, the applicant
shall submit a weed management plan to the B-SB
Weed Board for review and approval.

At this time, the applicant is requesting that Condition No.
1 be amended to not require screening (privacy slats) on
the west side of his storage yard.

The applicant is asserting that due to the elevation change
between the western portion of his property and his
neighbor’s property, a fence with the privacy slats will not
provide an effective screen between the properties.
Essentially, the top of the six foot (6’) high fence is about
the same elevation and grade as the neighbor’s property
to the west. The grade change is even more pronounced
due to the gully between the two properties, known as the
Sand Creek Floodway.

The issue before the Zoning Board of Adjustment is
whether allowing the applicant to not install screening on
the west side of the storage yard will result in greater and
unreasonable impacts on the adjoining property owner
than if it was effectively screened.

In evaluating the applicant's amendment request, it is
important to note that the adjoining property owner to the
west is Tobiness Properties, who also has a pending
application before the Zoning Board of Adjustment
(October 20, 2016 meeting) — for a use variance to permit
a contractor’'s storage yard on his property. To the extent
that Tobiness’ application is approved, particularly with a
condition to screen outside storage of any equipment and
materials, it would be reasonable to surmise that the
privacy slats in the fence on the west border of the
applicant’s (Bruner) property, given the elevation change
between the properties, would serve no purpose and
should not be required.

It is also important to note that the applicant has been
diligently working on fulfilling the remaining ten conditions
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of his use variance. The applicant has completed a storm
water permit, removed the majority of the debris from the
property, installed the boundary fences and purchased the
privacy slats, ordered the additional landscaping for the
north property boundary, and scheduled the paving for the
driveway approach off Longfellow to the storage facility.

Based on the above discussion, staff believes that the
requested amendment to not install screening on the west
side (only) of the storage yard is consistent with the spirit
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the reasonable use of
private property and does not present an undue burden on
the adjoining owner to the west.

Therefore, staff would recommend approval of the
proposed amendment to Condition No. 1.






